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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of the Claims 

1 . This action is in response to the amendment filed on November 28, 2007. 
Claims 1-57 are pending. Claims 1,17, 26, 30, 32, 45 and 50-51 have been amended. 

Response to Arguments 

2. In response to Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-57, those 
arguments have been considered but are moot in view of amendments which add 
additional limitations to the claims which require a new search. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 3, 5, 7, 8 and 10-14 objected to because of the following informalities: the 
term "the operation" should be changed to "the method" to remain consistent with 
terminology of claim 1. Appropriate correction is required. 

4. Claim 3 objected to because of the following informalities: the word "o" should be 
changed to "of. For examining purposes, Examiner interprets "o" to mean "of. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

5. Claim 6 objected to because of the following informalities: the term "loan" should 
be changed to "loan application" to remain consistent with terminology of claim 1 . For 
examining purposes, Examiner interprets "loan" to refer to "loan application." 
Appropriate correction is required. 
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6. Claim 12 objected to because of the following informalities: there should be a 
space between the word "claim" and "1 ." Appropriate correction is required. 

7. Claim 51 objected to because of the following informalities: the word "ending" 
should be changed to "lending" to remain consistent with terminology of claim. For 
examining purposes, Examiner interprets "ending" to refer to "lending". Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1-4, 6-9, 11,13, 15-20, 22-25, 27, 29-35, 40-44 and 51-57 rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dhar et al., U.S. Patent Application 
Publication 2002/0040339 (see PTO-892, Ref. A) in view of Nafousi, U.S. Patent 
Application Publication 2004/0128262 (see PTO-892, Ref. D). 

1 0. As per claim 1 , Dhar teaches a method for allocating loans among a plurality of 
lending entities comprising: 

receiving information associated with a loan application (see paragraphs 54, 59, 
95 and Figure 3, step 30); 
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determining whether each of a plurality of lending entities is eligible to fund the 
loan application (see paragraphs 95-97); 

prioritizing at least a portion of eligible lending entities according to at least one 
predetermined rule (see paragraphs 103-104); and 

selecting an eligible lending entity from the prioritized eligible lending entities 
(see paragraphs 101 and 104). 

Dhar does not specifically teach determining a ranking of the prioritized eligible 
lending entities and wherein the selected eligible entity is the lending entity with highest 
ranking. 

Nafousi teaches determining a ranking of the prioritized eligible lending entities 
and wherein the selected eligible entity is the lending entity with highest ranking (see 
paragraphs 61, 71, 131, 132, 143, 148, 150, 155 and Figure 17). 

Therefore, it would be prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Dhar and Nafousi to rank 
eligible lending entities and select the one with the highest ranking because it allows a 
user to choose a lending entity based on a performance criteria quickly and efficiently 
as taught by Nafousi (see paragraph 28). 

11. As per claim 2, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the information associated with the loan 
application comprises a zip code (see paragraph 61). 

12. As per claim 3, Dhar teaches the method of claim 2 as described above. Dhar 
further teaches wherein the operation of determining whether a lending entity is eligible 
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to fund the loan application comprises determining whether the lending entity is eligible 
to fund a loan application associated with the zip code (see paragraph 95). 

13. As per claim 4, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the information associated with the loan 
application comprises a loan amount (see paragraph 104). 

14. As per claim 6, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the information associated with the loan 
comprises at least one of a regional descriptor, a national descriptor, a metropolitan 
descriptor, a county descriptor and a geographic descriptor (see paragraph 61). 

1 5. As per claim 7, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the operation of determining whether a lending 
entity is eligible to fund the loan application comprises determining whether the lending 
entity is eligible to lend in the at least one of a regional descriptor, a national descriptor, 
a metropolitan descriptor, a county descriptor and a geographic descriptor (see 
paragraph 95). 

16. As per claim 8, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the operation of determining whether a lending 
entity is eligible to fund the loan application comprises determining whether the loan 
application meets at least one predetermined criteria of the lending entity (see 
paragraphs 97-104). 

17. As per claim 9, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the operation of prioritizing at least a portion of the 
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eligible lending entities comprises determining whether a preferred lending entity exists 
for funding the loan application (see paragraphs 44 and 95). 

18. As per claim 1 1 , Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the operation of prioritizing at least a portion of the 
eligible lending entities comprises determining whether a local lending entity exists for 
funding the loan application (see paragraphs 59-61). 

19. As per claim 13, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the operation of prioritizing at least a portion of the 
eligible lending entities comprises grouping the eligible lending entities (see paragraph 
104). 

20. As per claim 15, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches further comprising generating a list of at least one lending 
entity eligible to fund the loan application (see paragraph 104). 

21 . As per claim 16, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches further comprising assigning the loan application to the 
selected eligible lending entity (see paragraph 57). 

22. As per claim 17, Dhar teaches a system for allocating loans comprising: at least 
one data storage device comprising: 

information associated with a plurality of lending entities available for lending 
(see paragraphs 28-30), and 

information associated with a loan application (see paragraphs 54, 59, 95 and 
Figure 3, step 30); and 
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an allocation engine comprising a processor (see paragraphs 17 and 18), the 
processor adapted to: 

determine whether each of the plurality of lending entities is eligible to fund the 
loan application (see paragraphs 95-97), 

prioritize at least a portion of the eligible lending entities according to at least one 
predetermined rule (see paragraphs 103-104), and 

select an eligible lending entity from the prioritized eligible lending entities (see 
paragraphs 101 and 104). 

Nafousi teaches determining whether any of the prioritized eligible lending 
entities is a preferred lending entity, determining, if none of the prioritized lending 
entities are preferred lending entities, a ranking for the eligible lending entities and 
wherein the selected eligible entity is one of a preferred lending entity and a lending 
entity with the highest ranking (see paragraphs 61, 71, 131, 132, 143, 148, 150, 155 
and Figure 17). 

Therefore, it would be prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Dhar and Nafousi to rank 
eligible lending entities and select the one with the highest ranking because it allows a 
user to choose a lending entity based on a performance criteria quickly and efficiently 
as taught by Nafousi (see paragraph 28). 

23. Claim 1 8 recites similar limitations to claim 2 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 2 as set forth above. 
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24. Claim 19 recites similar limitations to claim 3 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 3 as set forth above. 

25. Claim 20 recites similar limitations to claim 4 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 4 as set forth above. 

26. Claim 22 recites similar limitations to claim 6 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 6 as set forth above. 

27. Claim 23 recites similar limitations to claim 3 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 3 as set forth above. 

28. Claim 24 recites similar limitations to claim 8 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 8 as set forth above. 

29. Claim 25 recites similar limitations to claim 1 1 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 1 1 as set forth above. 

30. Claim 27 recites similar limitations to claim 1 1 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 1 1 as set forth above. 

31 . Claim 29 recites similar limitations to claim 13 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 1 3 as set forth above. 

32. Claim 30 recites similar limitations to claim 14 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 14 as set forth above. 

33. As per claim 31 , Dhar and Nafousi teach the system of claim 1 7 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the data storage device comprises a database (see 
paragraphs 17 and 29). 
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34. Claim 32 recites similar limitations to claim 1 5 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 15 as set forth above. 

35. Claim 33 recites similar limitations to claim 16 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 16 as set forth above. 

36. As per claim 34, Dhar teaches the system of claim 33 as described above. Dhar 
further teaches wherein the processor is further adapted to notify the selected eligible 
lending entity (see paragraph 57). 

37. As per claim 35, Dhar and Nafousi teach the system of claim 1 7 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the information associated with a plurality of 
lending entities comprises eligibility criteria for at least one of the plurality of lending 
entities (see paragraphs 59-61). 

38. As per claim 40, Dhar and Nafousi teach the system of claim 17 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the information associated with a plurality of 
lending entities comprises an affiliation of at least one of the plurality of lending entities 
(see paragraph 60). 

39. As per claim 41 , Dhar and Nafousi teach the system of claim 1 7 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the information associated with a plurality of 
lending entities comprises information related to an association in which at least one of 
the plurality of lending entities participates (see paragraphs 59-61 and 85). 

40. As per claim 42, Dhar and Nafousi teach the system of claim 17 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the loan application comprises an application for 
financing acquisition of an automobile (see paragraph 73) 
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41 . As per claim 43, Dhar and Nafousi teach the system of claim 17 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the information associated with the plurality of 
lending entities is stored on a plurality of networks associated with the plurality of 
lending entities (see paragraphs 17-19, 27, 28 and 30). 

42. As per claim 44, Dhar and Nafousi teach the system of claim 17 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the information associated with the plurality of 
lending entities is stored on a network of a clearing house (see paragraph 28). 

43. As per claim 51 , Dhar teaches a method for allocating loan applications among a 
plurality of lending entities comprising: 

storing information associated with a plurality of lending entities, wherein the 
information associated with the plurality of lending entities comprises at least one 
eligibility criteria (see paragraphs 17, 29 and 59-61); 

updating the information associated with the plurality of lending entities (see 
paragraph 29); 

receiving information associated with a loan application (see paragraph 59); and 

determining a lending entity of the plurality of lending entities to assign the loan 
application based upon the at least one eligibility criteria (see paragraphs 59-61); and 

assigning the loan application to the lending entity (see paragraph 57). 

Nafousi teaches prioritizing at least a portion of the eligible lending entities 
according to at lest on predetermined rule; determining whether any of the prioritized 
eligible lending entities is a preferred lending entity, determining, if none of the 
prioritized eligible lending entities are preferred lending entities, a ranking for the eligible 
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lending entities based on a second rule that is different from the first predetermined rule 
and determining a lending entity based on the preferred lending entity or the highest 
rank entity (see paragraphs 61, 71, 131, 132, 143, 148, 150, 155 and Figure 17). 

Therefore, it would be prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Dhar and Nafousi to rank 
eligible lending entities and select the one with the highest ranking because it allows a 
user to choose a lending entity based on a performance criteria quickly and efficiently 
as taught by Nafousi (see paragraph 28). 

44. As per claim 52, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 51 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the information associated with the plurality of 
lending entities is stored on a centralized network (see paragraphs 17-18 and Figure 2). 

45. As per claim 53, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 51 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the information associated with the plurality of 
lending entities is stored on a centralized data storage device (see paragraphs 17-18 
and Figure 2). 

46. As per claim 54, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 51 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the information associated with the plurality of 
lending entities is stored on a plurality of networks associated with the plurality of 
lending entities (see paragraphs 17-18 and Figure 2). 

47. As per claim 55, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 51 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the operation of updating the information 



Application/Control Number: Page 12 

10/826,443 

Art Unit: 3692 

associated with the plurality of lending entities is performed from a clearing house (see 
paragraph 29). 

48. As per claim 56, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 51 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the operation of updating the information 
associated with the plurality of lending entities is performed from a network associated 
with at least one of the plurality of lending entities (see paragraph 29). 

49. As per claim 57, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 51 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches wherein the operation of updating the information 
associated with the plurality of lending entities is performed by at least one of the 
plurality of lending entities (see paragraph 29). 

50. Claims 45-50 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
DeFrancesco et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,878,403 (see PTO-892, Ref. B in view of Nafousi, 
U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/0128262 (see PTO-892, Ref. D). 

51 . As per claim 45, DeFrancesco teaches a method for allocating automobile loans 
among a plurality of lending entities comprising: 

receiving information associated with a automobile financing application (see 
column 21, lines 66-67 and column 22, lines 1-14); 

determining whether each of a plurality of lending entities is eligible to fund the 
automobile financing application (see column 22, lines 1-14); 

prioritizing at least a portion of the eligible lending entities according to at least 
one predetermined rule (see column 22, lines 11-14); and 
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selecting an eligible lending entity from the prioritized eligible lending entities 
(see column 22, lines 11-14). 

Nafousi teaches determining whether any of the prioritized eligible lending 
entities is a preferred lending entity, determining, if none of the prioritized lending 
entities are preferred lending entities, a ranking for the eligible lending entities and 
wherein the selected eligible entity is one of a preferred lending entity and a lending 
entity with the highest ranking (see paragraphs 61, 71, 131, 132, 143, 148, 150, 155 
and Figure 17). 

Therefore, it would be prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of DeFrancesco and Nafousi to 
rank eligible lending entities and select the one with the highest ranking because it 
allows a user to choose a lending entity based on a performance criteria quickly and 
efficiently as taught by Nafousi (see paragraph 28). 

52. As per claim 46, DeFrancesco and Nafousi teach the method of claim 45 as 
described above. DeFrancesco further teaches wherein the information associated with 
the automobile financing application is received from an automobile dealership (see 
column 21, lines 66-67 and column 22, lines 14-26). 

53. As per claim 47, DeFrancesco and Nafousi teach the method of claim 45 as 
described above. DeFrancesco further teaches wherein the information associated with 
the automobile financing application is received by a clearing house (see column 22, 
lines 44-67 and column 23, lines 1-14). 
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54. As per claim 48, DeFrancesco and Nafousi teach the method of claim 45 as 
described above. DeFrancesco further teaches further comprising generating a list of at 
least one lending entity eligible to fund the automobile financing application (see column 
22, lines 11-14). 

55. As per claim 49, DeFrancesco and Nafousi teach the method of claim 45 as 
described above. DeFrancesco further teaches further comprising assigning the loan 
application to the selected eligible lending entity (see column 22, lines 11-14). 

56. As per claim 50, DeFrancesco teaches the system for allocating automobile loan 
applications among a plurality of lending entities comprising: 

at least one data storage device comprising (see column 18, lines 8-32): 
information associated with a plurality of lending entities available for providing 
automobile financing, and information associated with an automobile financing 
application (see column 18, lines 8-32, column 21, lines 66-67 and column 22, lines 1- 
14); and 

an allocation engine comprising a processor, the processor adapted to (see 
column 22, lines 1-14): determine whether each of the plurality of lending entities is 
eligible to fund the automobile financing application, prioritize the list of eligible lending 
entities according to at least one predetermined rule, and select an eligible lending 
entity from the prioritized eligible lending entities (see column 22, lines 11-14). 

Nafousi teaches determining whether any of the prioritized eligible lending 
entities is a preferred lending entity, determining, if none of the prioritized lending 
entities are preferred lending entities, a ranking for the eligible lending entities and 
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wherein the selected eligible entity is one of a preferred lending entity and a lending 
entity with the highest ranking (see paragraphs 61, 71, 131, 132, 143, 148, 150, 155 
and Figure 17). 

Therefore, it would be prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of DeFrancesco and Nafousi to 
rank eligible lending entities and select the one with the highest ranking because it 
allows a user to choose a lending entity based on a performance criteria quickly and 
efficiently as taught by Nafousi (see paragraph 28). 

57. Claim 5 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dhar et al., 
U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0040339 (see PTO-892, Ref. A) in view of 
Nafousi, U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/0128262 (see PTO-892, Ref. D) as 
applied to claim 4 above, and further in view of Louie et al., U.S. Patent Application 
Publication 2001/0054022 (see PTO-892, Ref. C). 

58. As per claim 5, Dhar teaches the method of claim 4 as described above. Dhar 
does not explicitly teach determining whether the lending entity has funds sufficient to 
lend the loan amount. 

Louie teaches determining whether the lending entity has funds sufficient to lend 
the loan amount (see paragraph 6). 

Therefore, it would be prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Dhar, Nafousi and Louie to 
determine whether entity has sufficient funds to for the loan amount because several 
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banks or lending institutions might instead underwrite a loan to lesson the impact of risk 
as taught by Louie (see paragraph 6). 



59. Claims 10 and 12 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dhar et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0040339 (see PTO-892, Ref. A) in 
view of Nafousi, U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/0128262 (see PTO-892, Ref. 
D) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Louie et al., U.S. Patent 
Application Publication 2001/0054022 (see PTO-892, Ref. C). 

60. As per claim 10, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 as described 
above. Dhar further teaches sorting the eligible lending entities. Dhar does not explicitly 
teach according to an amount of allocated funds that are available for lending. 

Louie teaches according to an amount of allocated funds that are available for 
lending (see paragraph 6). 

Therefore, it would be prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Dhar, Nafousi and Louie to 
determine the amount of allocated funds available for lending because it would allow 
lenders to know if they can fund a loan alone or with several banks or lending 
institutions to reduce the impact of risk as taught by Louie (see paragraph 6). 

61 . As per claim 12, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 as described 
above. Dhar does not explicitly teach wherein the operation of prioritizing at least a 
portion of the eligible lending entities comprises determining whether a lending entity is 
eligible to fund the loan application through an association of lending entities. 
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Louie teaches wherein the operation of prioritizing at least a portion of the eligible 
lending entities comprises determining whether a lending entity is eligible to fund the 
loan application through an association of lending entities (see paragraphs 6-7). 

Therefore, it would be prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Dhar, Nafousi and Louie to 
determine if lending is by a single entity or several entities because it would allow 
lenders to reduce the impact of risk if loan is funded by several entities as taught by 
Louie (see paragraph 6). 

62. Claim 14 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dhar et al., 
U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0040339 (see PTO-892, Ref. A) in view of 
Nafousi, U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/0128262 (see PTO-892, Ref. D) as 
applied to claim 13 above, and further in view of Louie et al., U.S. Patent Application 
Publication 2001/0054022 (see PTO-892, Ref. C). 

63. As per claim 14, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 3 as described 
above. Dhar teaches grouping the eligible lending entities. Dhar does not explicitly 
teach wherein the operation of grouping the eligible lending entities according to 
whether the lending entities are eligible to fund the loan application on their own or 
through an association of lending entities. 

Louie teaches wherein the operation of determining whether the lending entities 
are eligible to fund the loan application on their own or through an association of lending 
entities, (see paragraphs 6-7). 
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Therefore, it would be prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Dhar, Nafousi and Louie to 
determine if lending is by a single entity or several entities because it would allow 
lenders to reduce the impact of risk if loan is funded by several entities as taught by 
Louie (see paragraph 6). 

64. Claim 21 recites similar limitations to claim 5 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 5 as set forth above. 

65. Claim 26 recites similar limitations to claim 10 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 10 as set forth above. 

66. Claim 28 recites similar limitations to claim 12 and thus rejected using the same art 
and rationale in the rejection of claim 12 as set forth above. 

67. Claims 36-39 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dhar 
et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0040339 (see PTO-892, Ref. A) in view 
of Nafousi, U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/0128262 (see PTO-892, Ref. D) as 
applied to claim 17 above, and further in view of Louie et al., U.S. Patent Application 
Publication 2001/0054022 (see PTO-892, Ref. C). 

68. As per claim 36, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 7 as described 
above. Dhar does not explicitly teach wherein the information associated with a plurality 
of lending entities comprises an amount of allocated funds for at least one of the 
plurality of lending entities. 
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Louie teaches wherein the information associated with a plurality of lending 
entities comprises an amount of allocated funds for at least one of the plurality of 
lending entities (see paragraph 6). 

Therefore, it would be prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Dhar, Nafousi and Louie to 
determine the amount of allocated funds available for lending because it would allow 
lenders to know if they can fund a loan alone or with several banks or lending 
institutions to reduce the impact of risk as taught by Louie (see paragraph 6). 

69. As per claim 37, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 1 7 as described 
above. Dhar does not explicitly teach wherein the information associated with a plurality 
of lending entities comprises a cap for at least one of the plurality of lending entities. 

Louie teaches wherein the information associated with a plurality of lending 
entities comprises a cap for at least one of the plurality of lending entities (see 
paragraph 6). 

Therefore, it would be prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Dhar, Nafousi and Louie to 
determine the cap on allocated funds available for lending because it would allow 
lenders to know if they can fund a loan alone or with several banks or lending 
institutions to reduce the impact of risk as taught by Louie (see paragraph 6). 

70. As per claims 38 and 39, Dhar and Nafousi teach the method of claim 17 as 
described above. Dhar does not explicitly teach wherein the cap comprises a cap of 
funds allocated for an individual loan or plurality of loans. 
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Louie teaches wherein the cap comprises a cap of funds allocated for an 
individual loan or plurality of loans (see paragraph 6). 

Therefore, it would be prima facie obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Dhar, Nafousi and Louie to 
determine the cap on allocated funds available for lending for an individual loan or a 
plurality of loans because it would allow lenders to know if they can fund a loan alone or 
with several banks or lending institutions to reduce the impact of risk as taught by Louie 
(see paragraph 6). 

Conclusion 

71 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shahid R. Merchant whose telephone number is 571- 
270-1360. The examiner can normally be reached on First Friday Off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kambiz P. Abdi can be reached on 571-272-6702. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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